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Those of you who are 1n3p1ved fn Adult Basic Fducation programs are

. / ’
no douybt aware of the volu‘: of paperwork. these programs can generate.
In Pennsylvanfd, for 1insta céﬁ !he Division of Adul; and Community

Educat{on within the Department of Fducation annually comﬁ&esions a

management {nformation pfbject to collect data for the- ABE programs

- -

throughout the state. Teachers, counselors, and supervisors of these
.programs dutifully and patiently COmﬁiete data forms and mail them at
appropriate timésm The data is carefully tabulated, and a %ew months

after the close of the fiscal year, the state and fileld staffs receive a

]
<
report summarizing such 1information as the number of ABE participants,

A

their demographiq. characteristic7. thelir instructional levels and
. ] ‘ ) ~
program, and so forth. While all this information
;

progress within the
1s.important both for federal ovgpliance requirements and. for program
planning at state and local levels, ghese data are merely he;é counts,
and as such, tell only part of tHe story. Unanswered questions‘remain:
What are the charactetisplcs of éhe target group membgrs? To ‘what
deg}ee is thé target population being. served? vow well are we reaching

priority groups within 1it?

r .
N ) -

Recognizing the need'fétyguéh information, the Office of Adult and
- - . .
Community Education requested Planning Studies in Continuing Educatton,

The Pennsylvania State University, to undertake a study to determine the

extent, to which the target populatton was being réﬁchgd by ABE programs.
. ‘ \

This paper summarizes the results of that study, apd, in addition,

- - [

incdludes some comparisons of the target and non-target populations which

3

were unexpectedly discovered during the progress of the analysis..’

Implications of the data for resource allocation and recruitment of ABFE

/o

. . . . T,,"'
iR . ,

participants are also digcussed.
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Data Sources '

To estimate the size 'of the target population and describe 1its

demographic characterfstics, census data frbm the 1976 Survey of Income
. ' .—-—-\r-'—.—.-_

and FEducation (SIE) were used. These estimates represent the most
recent ‘iﬁformation available and are more 1likely to reflect the
characteristics of the target population 1in the 1980s than frequently

. v P
quoted 1970 census- figures. .

% The{Bureau of tﬁé Census, in cooperation with HEW, carried out the
. \ ‘ ' »

l97§ survey in order to obtain reliable esttqptes of thelnumber of -
children in poverty on a state-by-state basis. Unlike the decennial
bensub, the 1976 Survey utilized a ;ample of the ‘population instead of
alihﬁouseholda- It contained questions relating to ;urpent em%loymnnc,.
past work experience, income, educational backgroun@, school enrollmenc;
disability, ;nd housing. Estimates were judged to be within 10 percent
pf their atfue values. This means that while sfatewideigstimates of
population characteristics were fairly reliaﬁle,’ estimates “for
‘geogr?phig/areds or smaller groups iithin the state were muph less so.

/

?

ABE student data were taken from the Administrative Survey of

Fiscal Year 1978-79 Adult Basic Education Programs in the Commonwealth

of Pennsylvania, which anélyzed information forms submitted for every
ABE ‘enrollee in satate-funded progtams. This annual report has two
purposes: to,allow the state to fulfill federal cogpliance

*

requirements, and to provide.information to assist ABE program planners.

™
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N Qfﬁk‘ target population. Following federa uidélines, the ABE

Y

target populafion was defined as persons ages‘sixfeeﬁ and over, not in
| . ‘
school, and hEVing_lesa than a high school education. Also, persons who

’ . .
. were sixteen and older, did not speak English, and were not: enrolled in

.

school were included in fhe target population. .

L]
¢

We found that eetimating the size of the target population for
/‘\\. -

Pennsylvania was at best ﬁroblematic( first,'the number could be off by
as much gs 10 percent due to Bampling error. Seconle, it was
#mpossible to document the method used to estimate the target populat ion
for the 1970 Census{ 1t 13*1ikely QE;; 1976 Census questions are not
iden;ical to -1?76 Census que;tionsg These. factors could account for

.

some of the disgrepancy which was observed between\l2<9 and 1976 in the
¢ ' .

size of the target- population. When the 1980 Census 18 completed, more

"y " dependable statistics will bé available.

-

k\“ - Notwithgtanding these difficulties, the SIE estimate‘%f\;he target

population was 2.7 wmillion persons. Thi 1{s.down from 3.5 million
personé feported in the National AdvisoryJCouncil on Adult Education’s

hd

report, A Td?get Population 1in Adult Ed

'atibn ‘(1974). " In 1976<wthe

target population was estifiated at -42.5 percent of the over-sixteen
: o .8 \ ~. ’

population; in 1976 1t was estid%ffg-at 31 percent.

\ L}

In order to gain soge perspective on the ABE -target population in
: ’ - ‘ ‘ ) LY -
Pénﬁsylvania,-& comparison of the target populatjon and tlfe non-target

-

population was made. The variables presented in Table 1 are thost for

EBJ(; o | . . . - ij ) .
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' Compafison of the ABE Target Population and
the Non-Target Population for Pennsylvania

-

A

-

|
. Non-Target Target . | Percent of Total
‘mgf; Population Population o ¢ Demographic Group who
Demggraphic Group s S are in
v : Target. Population
Number Percent NumBer - Percent
. . — ‘ ‘
Tetal Adult Population | 5,960,437 100 2,720,949 100 | 31
Sex ' y .
" Male 2,805,057 47 1,257,037 46 ) 31
Female 3,155,380 53 1,463,912 54 - 32
Age
.16-24 1,737,551 29 173,339 6 9
25-34 1,335,859 22 213,759 8 14
35-44 902,274 15 290,594 11 24
45-54 927,809 16 501,584 18 35
55-64 645,607 11 611,738 23 \ 47
T 65+ 411,652 t 7 930,026 34 - 69
Race .
Hispanic . 24,365 L4 “40,306 1 62
Black ' 370,X7 6 302,243 11 45~
American Indian 8,338 .1 T 3,074 .1 27
Asian ' 14,078 .2 2,709 .1 16
S.E. Asian Refugees - - - \ - ~-
White/Others 5,542,974 93 2.372,668 88 30
Not indicated - - ‘ - - -
2 .
Marital Status .
Single ‘ 1,857,877 . 31 296,210 11 14
Married 3,522,209 59 1,691,034 62 N 32
Sep./Divorced . 317,485 5 222,763 8 T 41
Widowed 262,9% 4 510,940 19 ; 66
[ ! 4
Employed J
Yes 3,532,783 59 991,942 36 22
No 2,420,694 41 1,728,981 64 42
Not indicated '6,990 - - - -

-

Source: 1976 Survey gf Income and Education, U.S. Bureau of the Censdg, December, 1977.

Note: Census figures under 15,000 are likely to be unreliable because they represent
fewer than seventeenapersons in the sample.

#

]
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which we had compaxable information on ABE students. In addition, the
31IE included many othér characteristics, and although they are not shown

{
. - P
in whis table, wé';ill discuss some of them later.

4 ~

-

While some similarities exist, generally the target population was

more likely to.be older, married or widowed, and unemployed than the
. non-target p0pulétion. _
. | :

4

.

'The percentages of males and females were approxim;tely equal 1in
both groups. If terms of age, the target populatiqn; showed 57 percent
over fifty-five years of age, whe;easy(he non-target population was m;ch
younger . As persons’ ages 1increased, they were. more likely to Qe
represencgd ;n the'target group. For example, 69 percent of adults
sixty:five years old or over were in the target pOpuldfion, comb;réd té

onl'y 9 percent of the sixteen to twenty-four year olds..

d: »

“

Al

Minority fepresentation in both populations was similar, with the

»

White/Other category comprising the clear majority of each group.
.Blacks form a higher proportion of the target "group than the non-target
group. It must be emphasizedraéain, however, that éstimates of the

D\ ~
smaller minority groups are less reliable because of both Bsample size

and the usual problems in obtaining accurate information for minorities.
Looking at each ragial/ethnic grdup 1dd1v1dually, we-see that a large

percentage of the total adult-Hispanlc and Black populations were target

p—

group members, although their overall proportipns of the Earget group

‘'were not high.
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There were differences in marital status between the non-target and

- . . A .
target populations. A greater proportion of the target group was
o«

married or widowed. This difference is probably a function of age, as

-

persons fifty-five and older, who constitute a majorit§ of the target

3

ﬁopulation, are most likely to be either married or w$gowed.

'S

»” ~ -
.

Unemployed persons were 64 percent of the target group, compgred to

41 percent of the non-t;rgét population. Age again may dccount for a

bog;ioﬁ of this difference, since persons sixty-five and older form one-.
third of the target group, and ‘these persons are>not likely to be in the

work force.

- "
. . \

In addition to the chafacteristicg’shown i{n Table 1, there were a
N . {

number® of other variables that revealed important differenées between

rs

/ t
the non-target and target populations. They 4re summarized in Table 2.

In ‘response to a Census question about their major activity, more non-

target persons than target persons reported being employed, while a much

-

larger portion of the target po ulation indica théy were either
p .

| -

retired or engaged .in housekeeping.

v - ?\\
‘ "H
' The Census interview also conthined an twg@ k@h asked those
| S
persons who had noé been employed the previou&%ygﬁrrto éxplain their

* regsons for not working. Resultg showed that most’xix these persons 1in
. )

. M k 2
both the non-~target and target groups . were not looking for work.
L] . [y

However, when the responses are combined, a much larger share of the

“

targét population gave such reasons as housekeeping, 111 ‘or disabled, or
' . ' \J 4 . [ ]
retired (93 percefit). Only 70 percent of the noq:target grolp indicated

y o Q
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. ' - Table 2

Selected Comparisons of Non-Target and Target Persons

N .
. . ‘ - 2
( Non~Target Population Target Population
,Characteristic . :
. . - ~__ ‘
! Percent- . 'Percent
| >y - = -~ 2 T T
Major Activity ‘ _ ' . )
Emp loyed : . ] 4 55 ) 36
. : &
Students _ 12 ’ ' _— '
Retired/Other 8 ’ : 22
) Housekeeping , { _ 22 35
Reasons, for nqt Working S . :,///\  : ' -
Last Year . ‘ ‘ T i
Housekeeping 50 ; 41
. \
I11, Disabled : ' 8 — 24
Retired . 12 / 28
N, . o
_Students . ~ _ 22 - --
v b \.
~  Couldn't find job, . ' 6 4
> o
Education/Experience
" No working experience . - 29 ‘ 54
Attended 4th é;ade or lower NA « ‘ 4
- Attended 8th_grade or lower NA / : 16
Income . o -
Received income from pension) ’
. Social Security 8 e ' 17
¢ Annual income of lesstthan .
$6,000 , 10 : v 29

Source: ‘i276 Survey of Income and Education, U.S. Bureau of Census, December, 1977.

. . L )
Note: Census figures under 15,000 are likely to be unreliable because éhey represent

fewer than seventeen pdrsons in the sample. -
. " . “ -
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‘v
these reasons.

—~ - In terms of éducation and experience, the t;rget group was much
more likely to say that tﬂf? ha&lgo working experience, which meaﬁs-they
had &ot held any single job longer than two weeks. Four percent of the
target population had completed fourth grade or less, demonstrating that

. \

-the least educated group is a very sﬁall.part of the target population.

It 1s' not surpri:{ng that a larger percentage of target éersonq
than non-target persons received 1income from pensions and social
security. Likewise, a much higher percentage of the target population

than the non-target groub had an annual income of less than $6,000\-/

All of these éata‘giva us a tleare; picture of the group of persons
ABE programs are attempting to reach. By and lafge; the dost
significant characteristic ;f the target popuiacion was {ts age, apd
this variable often accounted for otper characterigtics. Due. to the
concentration of older perﬁ?ns, ;he target popul@tionfwas more likely to
Qe 111, disabled, or retifed. This population had a lower avérage
income and a ank employment history. At the risk of ovPrgeneralizing,
these data suggest that a large portion of the target population are not

seeking Jjobs, and ABE or GED programs geafed toward 1improving

employability may not be relevant tp them. -
. Ld

[

\

\ -~ Least educated target group members. Recent federal regulations,

~.

~ whicH in turn are incorporated in Pennsylvania’s state plan for adult

education, have called for greater outreach of ABE programs to the least

-

-~

&

L1

L ‘ .y‘,\ o’ ’




Page 9

-

educated portion of the target population. 1In Pennsylvania, the least

educated group 1s often defined "as those members of the target

pOpuiation who have completed grades one through four. _Usiné this

definition, we decided to analyze this group “geparately from the
. \. .

remainder of the target population because we wanted to learn more about

its - composition

durvey, this 1-($t Q\chated group encompassed absut 123,000 people, or

4.5 percent of Pennsylvania’s target popul#tion. Bec ause it ié a small
gf;;p, it 1is lmportant ‘to rememberl that census estimates on sgome
variables are.less reliable. The most significanf characteristic og the
group was its age: 75 percent were over sixty-foug years old, compared.
to about a third of'the rest of the,targeg population. Consistent witg
this finding is the fact that only a small po;tion of the leagt educated
gro;p'were employed. When asked why the§ didn’t work the previoué year,
32 percent of the least educated group reéponded that they were i11 or

disabled, while another 29 percent were retired. The vast majority (85

percent) recelved Social Security or rallroad retirement benefits.

Generally, the least educated group had a lower income level than the

remainder of the target population. Foxty-four percent earned less than

$6,000 annually, compared to 29 percent of the target population as a

-

whole.

Two demographic variables revealed little difference between the

least edycated group and the target remainder. Both. groups had

1 .
identical proportions of males and females. When the groups were

divided according to race/ethnicity, we saw similar representation of

@
minorities, wi%h a somewhat higher percentage of Blacks in thé least

1
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educated group than in the target remainder. .

The results of this analysis rdise‘serﬁous ‘questions about the
advisability of concentratiné resources on this group as the reguiations
suggest. First of all, the least educated g?oup_is relatively small,
and due to igs age aﬁd/or physical condition, it is‘ unlikely that manf
would or could ever participate. Additionally;g it 1s importanf to
consider the potential benefit‘to society of serviqg this group. While
ABE attendance would undoubtedly enrich the lives of these participants,
1t would probably not lead ,to a;y increase .in the employment rate or

decrease in the number on public assistance. Likewise the cost per

student of serving the least educated would be relatlvely‘high .in

»
"

comparison to that for other ABE clients.

We are not suggesting that :hii group be ignored. ‘One way of
enCouraéing their participatisn might be through working more éctively
with senior citizens groups or Area Agencies on Aging. However, we are
questioning Qhether the least educated,érOup shoula be emphasized to the
neglect of other educationally disadvantaged adults.

[N

Target Population and ABE Students

Having compared the target and non-target populations, we now want
to  move . on to a discussion of Pennsylvania’s ABE stﬁdents-,
Specifically, ‘we weré . interested» in two thiégs: comparing' thé
characteristics of the target’and ABE student groups, and detefmiﬁing.
how well Pennsylvﬁpia AﬁE programs are doing 1n reachipng the various

subgroups within the target population.

S
O
-
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L

. L
o . ®

Because the SIE surveyed households and not institutions, we did
not 1hclude any institutionalized ABE students 1in this analysis.
'A{brpxidacely one: fourth of ABE -ssudents. in 1978-79 were in

institutional progrags; and they will be described later.
_ 1

1

“,.

-

'T&ble_3[9ummarizés the comparison of thé‘ABE thrget pbpulation and
ABE students enrolled in commGnity programs in 1978-79. 'As you can See,
ABE programs served approximately 1.2 percent of the target population.

Some categories within the target ‘roup were served better than others,

' ALY
although no more than 9 percent of any one group was served. = Asians

. appeared' to be an exception, with 22.2 percent attending ABE classes.
N\ .

However, bechqsg _the number of Asians 1is so small, it is likely that

estimates for this group are not dependable.

&

Statewide, ABE programs reached females better than males, with 1

)

percent of the male target population and 1.3 percent of the females
enrolled in classes. Sixty percent of last year’s ABE stﬁdents‘were

women. _ -
-
. ‘ .

When the ABE population was divided into age categories, more

differences 1in the rate of service appeared. 'As ages rose, the

percentage served decreased dramatically. The sixteen to twenty-four
age group, which represented only 6 pércent of those eligible for ABE,

formed 48 percent of the ABE enrollees. While 34 percent of the ‘target

o “ %

population was sixty-five or older, only 6 percent of those enrolled in

. F

ABE programs were 1in this group. The percentage of the target

population sefved, then, dropped from 8.8 percent of the sixteen to

L

~

&\44.'
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o . -~ Table 3 . |

Comparison of the ABE Target Population and
Students Enrolled in Community ABE Programs
in FY 1978-79

. FRICz:. Census

v

K.

, Target Population ABE Students ' Percent of.Target
Demographic Group '
} Population Served
. Number Percent| Number Percent ' )
Sex ‘ , : :
Male 1,237,037 46 12,431 39 1.0
Female 1,463,912 . 54 18,844 60 1.3
Not indicated | --,,V(J/ o —- 323 1 --
’ « VN ¢
Age |
16-24 173,339 6 15,186 48 - 8.8
25-34 213,759 .8 7,557 24 3.5
35-44 290,594 | 11 3,815 12 1.3
45-54 501,384 . 18 1,824 6 b
55-64 611,738 23 906 3 .1
v 930,026 34 . 1,870 6 .2
j&ﬁkﬁindicated - - 440 1 --
Race :
Hispanic 40,306 1 2,091 7 5.2
Black - 302,243 11 8,881 28 2.9
American Indian 3,074 : .1 58 .2 1.9
Asian 2,709 .1 601 2 22.2
S.E. Asian Refugees] —-— L - 988 3 -~
White/Other 2,372,668 - 88 17,633 56 7
Not indicated 4 - - 1,346 4 -
¢
Marital Status ‘
Single . 296,210 11 15,370 48 5.2
Married . 1,691,034 62 10,017 32 .6
Sep./Divorce? 222,763 8 3,759 12 1.7
Widowed . 510,940 19 1,130 4 .2
Not indicated —-; - 1,322 4 -
Emp loyed ! ' : . :
Yes 991,942 36 10, 626 34 1.1
No 1,728,981 64 19,299 61 1.1
Not indicated _— - 1,673 b) -
Total Number
of Students 2,720,923 - 31,597 - 1.2

Source:

and Sebring, et al.

1976 Survey of Income and Educatioﬁ, U.S. Bureau of the Census, December, 1977,
Administrative Survey of 'Fiscal Year 1978-79, Adult Basic

Education Programs in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (University Park: The

Perfhnsylvania State University, 1979).
igures under 15,000 are likely EQQbe unreliable because they represent fewer
than seventeen.persons in the sample.

L]
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+

twenty-four year olds to .2 percent of the sixtyff1§e and over gréup.

ABE programs definﬁtely seemed to attract a young group of enrollees.
- ) ~

‘
The minority breakdown also lindicated some dif ferences 1in the

service rate to each group. Disregardghg Asigns, Hispanics were tﬁq
- % . -

minority group best served, at 5.2 percedt. Hlacka ‘were also well

\ -
represented among ABE enrollees. - Their pertion of the total group
. . f

increased from !l percent of the target population to 28 percent of'the

" ABE population. The White/Other category was ‘served least well, aslits

percentage dropped from 88 percent of the target_group to 56 percent of

i
-

In terms bf marital ;tatus,-it appeared that single persons were
over-representéd among ABE enrollees. Forty-eigﬁt percent of ABE
enrollees were ‘single, as compared to Il percent of the target
popuiation- There 1is undoubéedly a “correlation between age énd marital
statuiJ because sixteen to twenty-four year olds were also over-
represented in the ABE populatiom, aéd many peoplenin this group are

likely to be single. Married and widowed persons were not served nearly

as well, and this 1is probably related to the fact that these groups tend

to be older and therefore less likely to participate.

-

a

The only breakdown that was similar in both~\the target and non-
target,populations w%s the representation of employed and unemployéd

persons.

s/
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~

Institutionalized ABE Studdnts : Lo . ‘

Over 9,000 ABE satudents attended programs in {institytions: mt

thevrefore were not included ?\,.the preceding discussion and analysis.

t
I

. Institutional programs were located in county prisons, state
1\ . R .

correctional institutions, mental hospitals, and institutions for the

handlqaspéd-'- L , . v

. ’

., While Btudents 1in institutions were similar fn some ways to ABE
»

participants in com;Lnity programs, . there were some sttiking

dif ferences. The most, sai;ent characteristic was the ‘fact that 78

»

p;rcent of all institutionalized students were dples. This finding is
: g, '

to be expected, since men form the clear majority in most institutioms.

t

Preggctably, the largest proportion of institutionalized students
were single, a‘d 88 percent were unemployed. Age and racial breakdowns
s ’ -

revealed patterns similar td those fou@d in the coﬁmuﬁity programs.
/

Due to the 132&} of current Census-informagion from Pennsylvania
institutions, 12 is impossible ‘to assess the percentage of the target
population served in 1institutions. Inditations ffom a 1970 Cen;us
report  on {nstitutions are ‘tggc‘t the target population .13
sizeable;:;;obably around’ 70 pcrcen; of the fesidents and 1nhate;.
Results frOm'the 1980 Census should provide an accurate measure of the
institutiona} target population.

» b
* »

Conclusions and Recommendations

Let‘s return now to our original question: How are we doing in our

efforts to reach the target population? In Pennsylvania last year 1.2

' ) ) #

e N | \

'\\
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percent of the R:fget population in communities was‘sarved by state-
funded ‘ABE'prograha, . For minorities an& Wwomen, the percentage was
somewhat higher, which is evidence that attempts to reaﬁh ﬁwo ‘of the
4 recently def:n;d priority’. groups are meetinh with. some success. ‘In
additiont anotherbpriority group, lnstitutionalized, adults, was also

’

served at a respectable level-~they were one fourth)of all ABE students.

ABE programs enrolled 5,750 participants at the one-to-four

N {nstructional level, and this represents ~?bwghly 4.7 percent of the

least educated group wﬂ%hin the target population. 'This {8 further
3

b T .
evidence of succeds {fn serving a priority group 1dentified wgt the

-

. regulations. R
. l//
;

;.
i

Clearly, the /vaét majority of the target population is not being
reached by ABE. /ﬁiven the age characteristics of the target population,
. /’ .

/

however, it may be unrealistic to+expect that a large portion can be

served. . Besid¢s demographic factors, there are attitudinal factors that

we have not #ven considered. It {s likely that a large share of the

/

targe7 population is not interested, does not want, or does not need ABE

;clpsges. /Vnis is exactly what was foﬁnd by an Ohio study that

int¢rviewgd persons eligible for ABE (Boggs, 1979). Of those persons

of ABE, only a small percent said they would enroll in classes.

17 . :
Older pgrsons often 1indicated that they felt they were too old. These

]

Tha legal defiinition could be,unrealistic for another reason as

N -

1y

P.-.

i
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“well, for it does not include aduita who dhy be high s&chool graduates

but are still functionally illiterate. Cenversely, non-graduates have

»

. - L
later functioned very successfully in 8oclety. It may be worthwhile,

then, to consider some other deftinition.’
] ~ . \

‘ 7

-

[N

A recent study 1in Pennsylvania completed by Northcutt (1979) used

APL criteria to define the target popﬁlation. He estimated that
approximately 3Q percefit of the adult population fhnctioned at the APL 1
. .

level and were most in need of ABE programs, a finding comparable to our

-

study. While the APL definition takes 1into account the functional-
s ‘

¢
v ]

levels of adults, 1t still does not address the _problem of willingness

[

to participate. \

! | ]

The National Advi ory.Council (1978) has proposed that,” instead of

the legally define rget population, the states should try to assess
. ]

the demand population, defined ‘ as "those édults 16 years of age and
older experiencing personal and societal disadvantage dueito inadequate

basic education who actually want, demand and are capable of using adult
,

education.” If this definition were used it is likely that Pennsylvania
E programs would achieve service to h higher percentage of the demand

population than to the target populatton.

The use of the demand population definition 1s not without
C : ) . ‘ N
problems, however, because 1{t would have to be adopted on a nationwide

bagsis, with standardized measurement methodology. In addition, there is
b .
the possibility of excluding adults who indicate no interest in ABE

simply because they are not aware of  {its potential benefits.
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[ ]

Nevertheless, while it ‘may not prove fewsible to actually use this

definition, it is certainly 1mport§nt for program B}anners to recogniie

-

that it is doubtful that a very high proportion of the legally.defined

target population would ever partitipate. .

v" < 4

L]

We were spec ifiéally asked to make recommendations based on this
. research. What follows 1{s a discussion of recruitment that comes from

both our research and that of other persons.

‘ Because of time limitations, we aren’t able to discuss many aspects

of attracting and retaining students in this paper. For those wishing

more detailed 1information, there are several handbooks listed 1n the

bibliography that describe specific recruiting techniques. Several more

-

general items that are important to any recruitment and retention effort

\

.deserve mention, however, and we do-want to spend some time discussing

these.

Data from the 1978-79 _Adminiétrative Surve; hx, Pennsylvania
indicated that only 10 percent of ;he students heard of ABE through the
media, whereas a majority were informed of ABE through some fypq of
personal contact. This implies two things: media usage should be more
carefully designed 1in order ’gf//effettively rélatg to thé térgeth
population, and.ABE program planners neeé to make every effort possible
to work closeiy with agencies, orggnizations. and individuals who could
provide these pessonal c;ntacts. The use ,Of palid or volunteer
recruiters should be conSidered: A good ABE proggam can generate

contagious enthysiasm among current and former ABE students, and turn

them into recruiters.

f



Page 18

The importance of~working with community agencies and groups cannot

He overemphasized, In addition Qg mpking referrals, they might also

of fer such supporg éervices as child care, transportation, job

placement, and counselingAthich may enable more adults to parti&ipaée.
-

Co-sponsoring ABE'glasses with community organizations can utilize these
y . -

groups in yet another way. ‘'

2

\

?ailoring recruitment and program efforts to part1CUlar§ target
groups or to regional characteristics will 1nvolv; selecting*from a
vdriety of 1innovative récruiting techniques and -‘delivery systems.
Research results 1in these areas have not been - systematically

. i
disseminated. KnoLledge of systems that are especidally effective with

particufﬁr groups or regions could aid program planners immensely.

Classes combined with senioﬁ tigizens" programs may appeal tb older .

adults, for 1nstan0q§ while for rural adults, the use of mobile learning
labs and homebound instruction has ﬁroved effective. The target

population contains «~q large group of homemakers, and they may be

/

attracted by éﬁrricula related to the home arts or consumerism.

’
. L4

SR

V4

i . f R .
Based on 1information received from 1978-79 ABE students 1in
- \ | - A

Pennsylvania, | the majority enrolled for such concrete reasons as

‘ oﬁtain g a

demonst'rate Sudcess 1in these areas especially to those persons

gfforts-

ploma 'or improving - job prospects. The ability to

{
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: }5\
rd

Two additional factors may improve retention rates. First,
’

[N

content must be perceived by participants as being both interesting and

useful. Compe tency §§g3ed curricdfa may be one promising
accomplish this.

~
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.program

‘way to

Secondly, {mproved communication among :students and staff {is

\

crucial. Can the student talk about his or her educational goals,

needs, and previous difficultieg? s the student involved in planning a

laarning program? Is the student receiving enough feedback to be able

to determine how he or she is doing within the class? Does the feedback

process work two ways in order for the staff to‘f:ji"fé éhqir teaching

me thods? If the student is having personal problems, 1is the staff

.

cognizant of them and able to provide support in dealing Qith them? .How

much consistent follow up is done once a new student enters a class?

v

¢

Knowing what others have found valuable 138 one component 1in

planning a :ag‘uitment ‘and retention process. -Equally important {is

evaluating éqy 1oc?1 approaches ; tried. Continued refinements and

) \ ' ) /,,_

improvements will result from sych evaluation.

\ * * -
On the threshold d& the 19805, when the target population

to be on the decline, the Pennsylvania ABE programs demonstratéd

in reaching ‘some priority groupe and 1ess:success in reaching
4 . ) e
It may be difficult to extend service , to some of the§e prioFity

especially older residents, because they may not reprééent

€ ‘

population.

4)‘

4 B
kﬁ(.

v

appears

success’

others.

groups,

demand

\
|
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~

»

Considering the fact that states have\limited resources, difficult
[ : N

choices are in the offing. On the one hand, they could make an ef fort

1

)

to serve priority groups that have been\difficult to attract 1in the
o

-

past, even though there may be only dim p¥ospects of success and
resourges would be diverted Qrom easier to reach groyps. Or, they can
continue to serve the priority groups, such as minoritfies, women, and

» the'unemploygd, for whom the prospects of Success may be greater, gg

which case some priority groups would continue to be underserved.

N ~

/ o
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